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ABSTRACT: Books by psychologists purporting to of- 
fer critical reviews of research in parapsychology do 
not use the scientific standards of discourse prevalent 
in psychology. Experiments at Maimonides Medical 
Center on possible extrasensory perception (ESP) in 
dreams are used to illustrate this point. The experi- 
ments have received little or no mention in some re- 
views to which they are clearly pertinent. In others , 
they have been so severely distorted as to give an en- 
tirely erroneous impression of how they were con- 
ducted. Insofar as psychologists are guided by these 
reviews , they are prevented from gaining accurate in- 
formation about research that, as surveys show \ would 
be of wide interest to psychologists as well as to others. 


In recent years, evidence has been accumulating for 
the occurrence of such anomalies as telepathy and 
psychokinesis, but the evidence is not totally con- 
vincing. The evidence has come largely from experi- 
ments by psychologists who have devoted their careers 
mainly to studying these anomalies, but members of 
other disciplines, including engineering and physics, 
have also taken part. Some psychologists not primarily 
concerned with parapsychology have taken time out 
from other professional concerns to explore such 
anomalies for themselves. Of these, some have joined 
in the experimentation (e.g., Crandall & Hite, 1983; 
Lowry, 1981; Radin, 1982). Some have critically re- 
viewed portions of the evidence (e.g., Akers, 1984; 
Hyman, 1985). Some, doubting that the phenomena 
could be real, have explored nonrational processes 
that might encourage belief in their reality (e.g., Ay- 
eroff & Abelson, 1976). Still others, considering the 
evidence substantial enough to justify a constructive 
theoretical effort, have struggled to relate the apparent 
anomalies to better established knowledge in a way 
that will render them less anomalous (e.g., Irwin, 
1979) or not anomalous at all (e.g., Blackmore, 1984). 
These psychologists differ widely in their surmise 
about whether the apparent anomalies in question will 
eventually be judged real or illusory; but they appear 
to agree that the evidence to date warrants serious 
consideration. 

Serious consideration of apparent anomalies 
seems an essential part of the procedures of science, 


regardless of whether it leads to an understanding of 
new discoveries or to an understanding of how per- 
suasive illusions arise. Apparent anomalies— just like 
the more numerous observations that are not anom- 
alous — can receive appropriate attention only as they 
become accurately known to the scientists to whose 
work they are relevant. Much parapsychological re- 
search is barred from being seriously considered be- 
cause it is either neglected or misrepresented in writ- 
ings by some psychologists— among them, some who 
have placed themselves in a prime position to mediate 
interaction between parapsychological research and 
the general body of psychological knowledge. In this 
article, I illustrate this important general point with 
a particular case, that of experimental research on 
possible ESP in dreams. It is a case of especially great 
interest but is not unrepresentative of how psycho- 
logical publications have treated similar anomalies. 

The Maimonides Research 

The experimental evidence suggesting that dreams 
may actually be influenced by ESP comes almost en- 
tirely from a research program carried out at the 
Maimonides Medical Center in Brooklyn, New York. 
Among scientists active in parapsychology, this pro- 
gram is widely known and greatly respected. It has 
had a major indirect influence on the recent course 
of parapsychological research, although the great ex- 
pense of dream-laboratory work has prevented it from 
being a direct model. 

None of the Maimonides research was published 
in the journals that are the conventional media for 
psychology. (The only possible exception is that a 
summary of one study [Honorton, Krippner, & Ull- 
man, 1972] appeared in convention proceedings of 
the American Psychological Association.) Much of it 
was published in the specialized journals of parapsy- 
chology. The rest was published in psychiatric or other 
medical journals, where it would not be noticed by 
many psychologists. Most of it was summarized in 
popularized form in a book (Ullman, Krippner, & 
Vaughan, 1 973) in which two of the researchers were 
joined by a popular writer whose own writings are 
clearly not in the scientific tradition, and the book 
departs from the pattern of scientific reporting that 
characterizes the original research reports. 
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How, then, would this research come to the at- 
tention of psychologists, so that its findings or its errors 

™ lg ™! n t, r me ** evaluated for their significance to 
the body of systematic observations upon which psy- 
chology has been and will be built? The experiments 

;L M rr. ,de l Were P u, ? , 'shed between about 1966 
and In the years since — now over a decade 

five books have been published by academic psy- 
chologists that purport to offer a scholarly review and 
evaluation of parapsychological research. They vary 
m the extent to which they seem addressed to psy- 
chologists themselves or to their students, but they 
seem to be the principal route by which either present 

^toK “!L PSyCh0,08istS> unless the y have an already 
established interest strong enough to lead them to 

search out the original publications, might become 

acquainted with the experiments on ESP in dreams. 

* P n y t0 . ^ v,ew how these five books have pre- 
k ”°'! ed | e about the ex Periments. First, how- 

SourTfl ° ffer 3 SUmmary of the experiments; 
without that, my review would make sense only to 

readers already well acquainted with them 

The experiments at Maimonides grew out of 
Montague Ullman’s observations, in his psychiatric 
practice, of apparent telepathy underlying the content 
of some dreams reported by his patients-observa- 
tions parallel to those reported by many other psy- 
latnsts. He sought to determine whether this ap- 
parent phenomenon would appear in a sleep labora- 
tory under controlled conditions that would seem to 
exclude interpretations other than that of ESP He 
was joined in this research by psychologist Stanley 
Knppner, now at the Saybrook Institute in San Fran- 

ofThTi 3 b ? C !f ter by Char,es Honort on, now head 
Prin^n PS M h ° P i hySlCa Re scarch Laboratories in 

bit 2!v?L N f W jerSey ' Encouraged b y early findings 
• ^ bng t0 , im Prove experimental controls and 
identify optimal conditions, these researchers, assisted 

inL ni ^fi US * helperS / nd consu *tants, tried out var- 

vri!»I!If dl ^ Catl0n j ° f procedure - No one simple de- 
scnption of procedure, therefore, can be accurate for 

of the experiments. But the brief description that 
follows is not, I believe, misleading as an account of 
what was generally done. 

The Experimental Procedure 

nioh^ W0U ' d C ° me t0 the lab °ratory to spend the 
night there as would-be percipient in a study of pos- 

and 1 “ fluence on dreams. He or she met 

agent person who was 8°mg to serve as 

Senator wbo would tr y to send a 

telepathic message), as well as with the two experi- 
menters taking part that night, and procedures were 
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explained m detail unless the perdpient was a repeats 
for whom that step was not necessary. When ready 
to go to bed, the percipient was wired up in the ususd 
way for monitoring of brain waves and eye move- 
ments, and he or she had no further contact with the 
agent or agent’s experimenter until after the session 
was completed. The experimenter in the nexS 
monitored the percipient’s sleep and at the beginning 
of each period of rapid eye movements (REM) when 
•t was reasonably cert a in the sleeper would ted^S 
mg, notified the agent by pressing a buzzer. 

„ -Tj 3ge . nt wasina remote room in the building, 
provided with a target picture (and sometimes acceJ 

sory material echoing the theme of the picture) ran- 
domly chosen from a pool of potential taigets as the 
message to be concentrated on. The procedure for 
random choice of a target from the pool was designed 

any ° ne else from knowin 8 the identity of 
get. The agent did not open the packet con- 

Sns i he Uuiet “ ntil ,solated for the night (except 
tor the one-way buzzer communication). Whenever 

signaled that the percipient had entered a REM pe- 
riod, the agent was to concentrate on the target, with 
the aim of communicating it telepathically to the per- 

SS5S2 ? h U$ ,nfluencing the dream percipient 
toreSl? t J perap, ™ t ^ oriented toward trying 

Ind Sel J ,S But ofcourse if clairvoyance 

SL 1 Jj? by ^ P 088 ^ 1 ®’ the Percipient might 

, h ™ uS? former— that is, might have been pick- 
u°P , n [° rmatIon d, rectly from the target picture 
withput the mediation of the agent’s thoughts or ef- 
forts. For this reason, the term general extrasensorv 
perception ( GESP) would be used today, though the 
researchers more often used the term telepathy. 

■ , ward the approximate end of each REM ne- 

riod, the percipient was awakened (by intercom) by 
the momtonng experimenter and described any 
drMm just experienced (with prodding and question- 
ng, if necessary, though the percipient ofcourse knew 

„ a . wbat t0 do on each awakening). At the 
n o e night s sleep, the percipient was interviewed 
and was asked for impressions about what the taiget 
have been. (The interview wax of coun* Soubte- 
blind; neither percipient nor interviewer knew the 
identity of the target.) The dream descriptions and 

aSr ra :s sand associations were 

. , T b ^. originaI research reports and the popular 

book both present a number of very striking similar- 

the S iv e t Ween K PaSSa8eS *" the dream transcripts and 
Th P ^ th3t happened t0 ** the night’s taiget 

thpSl? mi ment atlention > yet they should in 
themselves yield no sense of conviction. Perhaps any 

transcript of a night’s dreaming contains passages of 

striking similarity to any picture to which they might 

be compared. The Maimonides research, however 

consisted of carefully planned experiments designed 
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Results 

SStS5*«« 

tad no information about which p£ure had S 

SeT L^ ,eCted “ “"W 4116 p^T 

plicate) was presented together, with no clue as to 

nm C Thaf “s!ln h the*?” ^ *“** and which ones had 

1 n3t ,s > in the expenmental condition a n irt.,™» 

XSESZTTSr a 1,001 --S2E3 

was left Lh j’ l 1 " the contro1 condition a picture 

SLn^faL thC ***• ADy COnsistent different 
content . d n 1 0ntarget in similarity to dream 
to elf" 1 ’ C ceeding what 000,(1 reasonably be ascribed 
Thewt 't 3S C0 ”. S *u. ered an a PP are °t anomaly, 
sions camffror^^ ** the la,gest number * ses- 

“o SSS nTtl'?T Ca * made byjudges wl, ° had 
no contact with the experiment except to receive fhv 

mail, generally) the material necessary for judging 
transcripts of dreams and interview L 

mart • j 3b e from tl)e dreamer, he or she, of course 

con *Pk t * n 6 participation 
in me experiment as dreamer 
where a cp mM t a * * , r except in some series 

C , e a ^ te tai ® et P 001 was used for each night 
enft t ?fu dreamer ’ s judgments could be made at Sic 

madefOT e tSr| 0n) ' F ° f many sessions > Judgments were 
tra^rint inH ?" 1 tr 5 nSCr,pts a,one and for the total 
sSencvl XL :ludingtl)6 morning interview; for con- 

iudges whn h 'h USCd the 3tter ’ 1)603080 it involved 

the S,r«K m0re y ,he sam ' info ™aPoa as 

for alL^ri^rS™ “ which <he da “ are available 
if *k 1 ^.ofa^ons is a count of hits and misses 

the^ree moTT* was .. ranked in the upper half of 
£^ 4poo > for similarity to the dreams and in- 

hit If the actual 

r>. * CI as ra nked in the lower half of the rxx>l the 
outcome was considered a miss. The hit-or-nSs score 

uSeTm therf f ^ *5 Table 1 for j udg6S for 
suhjects in the first two data columns. Where infor- 

is genTrall!°tha , ? , > ,ied ^ ^ ° r the other - the reaso " 
toSStoh. and VZ? im T lbl * for the researchers 

cases corned 3041 f0ra s , in0I,ar reason the number of 
cases sometimes varies. 


"« «* obtained front the 

or she would a i 8 h l. ss ‘ ons > ^ >ecause at the time of judging he 
or a* wouid ai ready know what the target had been For S p 

lU^rrrr *° **** «*«««» time requ i^ ,£ 

judging, and for Line O one of th e four subject «W to "n£ 
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°f the research, Tifo ' Ljm^ ts fo^fo t0 °° C segment 
l^led as they in the table of iSZSSfitfi 

tsSi!5 

K summarize precognitive sessions; here the target 

5 KS53E? Sr f "■—* -£235 

stim.Tif, ^ pleted - The target consisted of a set of 
it SSil^ p , resented directly to the percipient after 

'he morning. KLTaX 
represent GESP sessions in which the percinient’s 

nich^h T !k mon,tored and recorded throughout the 

before till ~ ^ *** attemptin S to transmit only 

s^radicanv S ie M l 7 * t0 S,eep or J us ‘ after, or 
sporadic^. Line N refers to a few clairvoyance ses- 

wot tha h t t^ re ,kC thC Standard GESP sessions ex- 

SSJS^pSif 0 f ent ^° ODC knCW the Entity 

sessinne ^ 1 ,‘. Fl ” aUy, L Line ° reports on some GESP 

rately- these^ormeft^ W3S consid ered sepa- 

raieiy, tnese formed a single experiment with four 

S’KchREM”® S 10 r oMn8 a dar ' ren ' 
^r h a R /„Se^S Wth a,8h,S - 

five tSff SS 0f sessi0n Considering the 

Of two cateenri«- ’ C3 ? h Sess,on fel1 in to one 

categories, (a) pilot sessions, in which either ^ 

new dreamer or a new procedure w^s being tS " 

in e^ST K ' and N - « flfl IShmTn 
an experimental series, planned in advance as one or 

ore sessions for each of two or more subjects or as 
ut U t r t ° f fT nS ^ the 530)6 dreamertfoough 

SaJr^Sf* ° f ,he P "° t have also been' 

A glance at the score columns forjudges and fnr 

~'if s ;l? c,en, '•.***-' a 255? & 

forTudSs anH f OVCr T** ™ ****** the OUtcome 

misses rfn f h-f?’ We find 11)31 h *ts exceed 

Soutr y r°“t 0fthe 15 ‘udependent Unes on 

F hftc ^ h f ° r 11118 and misses differs. (On Line 
E hits and misses occur with equal frequency ) Bv a 

beyond The 0 OOO M S ° 1 Ul T Come 1 wou, d be si^ificant 

Sue here f^T T 1 W ° U,d not stress the exact 
value here, for several reasons. There was no advance 


KbS;j£^ t f ^ P «ugK3 S i!, L,nCS H ’ ^ ^ N) «"y 

Of T or mom jK; SKSC 

a hit nor a miss but exactly at the middle ^ 
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Table 1 

Summary of Maimonides Results on Tendency for Dreams to Be Judged More Like Target 


Than Like Nontargets in Target Poo 1 


Judges' 

Subjects’ 






score 


score 

z or r resulting from judgments 


Series 

Hit 

Miss 

Hit 

Miss 

Judges 

Subjects 

Sources 

GESP: Dreams monitored and recorded throughout night; agent “transmitting” during each REM period 

A. 1 st screening 

7 

5 

10 

2 

z = 0.71 b 

z = 1.33 b 

Ullman, Krippner, & 

B. 1st Erwin 







Feldstein (1966) 

5 

2 

6 

1 

z = 2.53 b 

z = 1.90 b 

Ullman et al. (1966) 

C. 2nd screening 

4 

8 

9 

3 

z = — ,25 b 

Z = t .17** 

Ullman (1969) 

D. Posin 

6 

2 

6 

2 

z = 1 .05 e 

z = 1 ,05 c 

Ullman (1969) 

E. Grayeb 

3 

5 

5 

3 

z = — .63 c 

z = 0.63* 

Ullman, Krippner, & 

F. 2nd Erwin 







Vaughan (1973) 

8 

0 



t = 4.93* 


Ullman & Krippner 

G. Van de Castle 







(1 969) 

6 

2 

8 

0 

t = 2.81* 

t = 2.74 * 

Krippner & Ullman 

H. Pilot sessions 







(1970) 

53 

14 

42 

22 

z = 4.20 b 

z = 2.21 b 

Ullman et al. (1973) 

Precognition: 

Dreams monitored and recorded throughout night; target experience next day 

1. IstBessent 

7 

1 



t = 2.81* 


Krippner, Ullman, & 

J. 2nd Bessent 







Honorton (1971) 

7 

1 



t - 2.2 7* 


Krippner, Honorton, & 

K. Pilot sessions 







Ullman (1972) 

2 

0 



z = 0.67° 


Ullman et al. (1973) 

GESP: Dreams monitored and recorded throughout night; agent active only at beginning or sporadically 

L. Sensory bombard- 

8 

0 

4 

4 

z = 3.1 1 b 

z = 0.00 c 

Krippner, Honorton, 

ment 







Ullman, Masters, & 
Houston (1971) 

M. Grateful Dead 

7 

5 

8 

4 

z = 0.61 c 

z = 0.81 c 

Krippner, Honorton, & 








Ullman (1 973) 

Clairvoyance: Dreams monitored and recorded throughout night; concealed target known to no one 

N. Pilot sessions 

5 

3 

4 

5 

z = 0.98 b 

z = 0.00 b 

Ullman et al. (1973) 




GESP: Single dreams 



O. Vaughan, Harris, 

105 

98 

74 

79 

z = 0.63 c 

o 

CM 

CO 

• 

1 

II 

N 

Honorton, Krippner, & 

Parise 







Ullman (1972) 


Note. GESP general extrasensory perception. Italics identity results obtained with procedures that preserve independence of judgments in a series. 
For some series, the published source does not use the uniform measures entered in this table, and mimeographed laboratory reports were also 
consulted. Supersctpts indicate which measure was avaiabie, in order of priority. 

■ Ratings. b Rankings. c Score (count of hits and misses). 


plan to merge the outcomes for judges and subjects. 
Moreover, the various series could be split up in other 
ways. Although I think my organization of the table 
is very reasonable (and I did not notice this outcome 
until after the table was constructed), it is not the 
organization selected by Ullman et al. (1973); their 
table, if evaluated statistically in this same way, would 
not yield so striking a result. What is clear is that the 
tendency toward hits rather than misses cannot rea- 


sonably be ascribed to chance. There is some system- 
atic — that is, nonrandom — source of anomalous re- 
semblance of dreams to target. 

Despite its breadth, this “hitting” tendency seems 
to vary greatly in strength. The data on single 
dreams — Line O — suggest no consistency. At the 
other extreme, some separate lines of the table look 
impressive. I will next consider how we may legiti- 
mately evaluate the relative statistical significance of 
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separate parts of the data on all-night sessions. (I will 
not try to take exact account here of the fact that the 
single-dream data are not significant, though it is wise 
to have in mind that the exact values I cite must be 
viewed as slightly exaggerated, in the absence of any 
explicit advance prediction that the results for all-night 
sessions and for single dreams would differ greatly.) 

Two difficulties, one general and one specific, 
stand in the way of making as thorough an evaluation 
as I would wish. The general difficulty is that the re- 
searchers turned the task of statistical evaluation over 
to various consultants — for the most part, different 
consultants at various times — and some of the con- 
sultants must also have influenced the choice of pro- 
cedures and measures. The consultants, and presum- 
ably the researchers themselves, seem not to have been 
at that time very experienced in working with some 
of the design problems posed by this research nor in 
planning how the research could be done to permit 
effective analysis. Much of the research was not prop- 
erly analyzed at the time, and for much of it the full 
original data are no longer available. (The researchers 
have been very helpful in supplying me with material 
they have been able to locate despite dispersal and 
storage of the laboratory’s files. Perhaps additional 
details may be recovered in the future.) The result is 
that completely satisfactory analysis is at present pos- 
sible only for some portions of the data. 

The specific difficulty results from a feature of 
the research design employed in most of the experi- 
mental series, a feature whose implications the re- 
searchers did not fully appreciate at the time. If a 
judge is presented with a set of transcripts and a set 
of targets and is asked to judge similarity of each target 
to each transcript, the various judgments may not be 
completely independent. If one transcript is so closely 
similar to a particular target that the judge is confident 
of having recognized a correct match, the judge (or 
percipient, of course) may minimize the similarity of 
that target to the transcripts judged later. Instructions 
to judges explicitly urged them to avoid this error, but 
we cannot tell how thoroughly this directive was fol- 
lowed. Nonindependence would create no bias toward 
either positive or negative evidence of correspondence 
between targets and transcripts, but it would alter 
variability and thus render inappropriate some stan- 
dard tests of significance. I have entered in the two 
succeeding columns of the table a t or a z that can be 
used in evaluating the statistical significance of the 
departure from chance expectancy (t is required when 
ratings are available, and z must be used when only 
rankings or score counts are available, because sample 
variability in the former case is estimated from the 
data but in the latter case must be based conservatively 
on a theoretical distribution.) If ratings were available, 
they were used; if not, rankings were used if available; 
otherwise, score count was used. 


Is there likely to have been much of this non- 
independence in the series where it was possible? A 
pertinent fact is that the hits were not generally direct 
hits. That is, there was no overwhelming tendency for 
. the correct target to be given first place rather n-a- 
just being ranked in the upper half of the target pooL 
This greatly reduces the strength of the argument that 
ordinary significance tests are grossly inaccurate be- 
cause of nonindependence. Because certainty is not 
possible, however, we need to separate results accord- 
ing to whether the procedures permitted this kind of 
nonindependence. In the table, I have italicized results 
that cannot have been influenced by this difficulty 
(either because each night’s ratings were made by a 
different person or because each night in a series had, 
and was judged in relation to, a separate target pool) 
or that closely approximate this ideal condition. 

The outcome is clear. Several segments of the 
data, considered separately, yield significant evidence 
that dreams (and associations to them) tended to re- 
semble the picture chosen randomly as target more 
than they resembled other pictures in the pool. In the 
case of evaluation by outside judges, two of the three 
segments that are free of the problem of noninde- 
pendence yield separately significant results: The pilot 
sessions (Line H) yield a z of 4.20, and thus a p of 
.00002. An experiment with distant but multisensory 
targets (Line L) yields a z of 3. 1 1 and a p of .00 1 . If 
we consider segments in which judgments may not 
be completely independent of each other and analyze 
them in the standard way, we find that the two series 
with psychologist William Erwin as dreamer are also 
significant (if nonindependence of judgments does not 
seriously interfere), Line B with a z of 2.53 ( p < .01) 
and Line F with a t of 4.93 and 7 df{p < .01). The 
two precognitive series (Lines I and J), each with 7 
df, yield fs of 2.81 and 2.27, with p values slightly 
above and below .05, respectively. 

Segment results based on the subjects’ own judg- 
ments of similarity are less significant than those based 
on judgments by outside judges. Only two segments 
reach minimal levels of statistical significance: Line 
G, where the t of 2.74 with 7 dfis significant at the 
.05 level, and Line H, where the z of 2.2 1 is significant 
at the .05 level. 

The statistical evaluation of the separate seg- 
ments of the Maimonides experiments also permits 
a more adequate evaluation of their overall statistical 
significance. For judgments by outside judges, three 
segments are free of the potential nonindependence 
of successive judgments (Lines H, L, and N). Putting 
these three together by the procedure Mosteller and 
Bush (1954, pp. 329-330) ascribed to Stouffer (rec- 
ommended by Rosenthal ( 1 984, p. 72] as the “simplest 
and most versatile” of the possible procedures), the 
joint p value is <.000002. For the subjects’ own judg- 
ments, six segments are available (Lines A, C, G, H, 
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is ,ess ,han 002. 

Potential noninderendei?^ have the prob, em of 
and even if the exaggeration n f Ucce “ ,ve judgments, 
smali for a single i w u d LT ,fi “ TO may be 
Pounding it in an overall « T he ? J^ 1 *- , to risk 
direction, however (direction ?!k? mg uni,y of 
fluence by the kind oTnoi ? be,ng subject ‘° in- 
here), and the substantial involve d 

ences, justify the inference that L ° f the differ * 
of consistency far exceeds °'f ral1 evidence 

selected segments for which a n° 1Cated by on i y those 
ment is possible. The imp^es sk>T? StatlsticaJ Re- 
count of hits and missesT^ ? ,, glVen by the mere 

more*™,,*; measures are % confirmed "'hen 
critic^^^ n «l^me„ 1 s are 

sometimes 

provide for ESP indicates a !* 21 What evide nce they 
effects detectable only bv am T° St S< ? me very small 
data. Those to whom £ c ^'" 8 ^ *»*« of 
should be aware that the Mai Sn ?. has any a PPeal 
are clearly exempt from it ^? m . on, des experiments 
Lines F and G of the tahl J? s,gmficant results on 
attributable basically to^t ei^ht ? amp,e > are each 

‘-aaSSr--™. 

of anomaly called ESP? Of™ 6 presence °f the kind 

nificanca indicate onVyXTrSnre' ? a,is,i '*' sig ‘ 
and does not identify ta sou^Tkp f Con5,stency 
general term psi, is a label for „ ’ • or tbe more 
no identifiable source and [^, cons,sten aes that have 
formation by channels not fa ?. uggest tran sfe r of in- 

Me knowledge A ?iutonan. r il,ar to p "*ent scicn- 

of U* label, Ld thul^", ,^“.!^ e p a P pro P™teness 

comp e,. „ depends on a variSv of ™£ yP ° U ! eSis ” is 
and knowledge — how confin y ^ other judgments 

sources of thS coSenT J£? t,y ° ther P°«ible 
whether other lines of experiWn*^" ** exclude d, 
results that suggest the j totlon are hiding 

I believe and 50 on - 

consider the ESP hySothes is £ StS W ° Uld ’ ,lke mys elf, 
eration and continu^reSarch S ?? 1 5600115 cons, 'd- 
momdes reports for themselves fnd^t'h^ ? C M ai ' 

experimentation Teg **• older lines of 

chapters in Wolman^ 1 977) ’ 982, and many of the 

them thTM^monides , ^^J^i.u^ 6Searcbers am ong 
as though a finding ofstatVh^ "T 60 at ^mes 
ciently justified a conclusSI fh ?*u S,gnificance suff i- 
aly should be classified as ESP? he apparen t anom- 
choice of words which underst and their 

dence that the,r ex^ m e n ^ r ° n the)r confi- 

other interpretation? Bm ^ ^ m,tted exclusi 'on of 

m the future become’invoJ^ f ‘ a ? h ^ Sycho, °® sts who 

° ,ved ,n this area may prefer 
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and possibly con fusi ngconnoia t° ** to avoid variable 

of the anomalies. Zusne and JonS?!^? 

Pared the way for this usage in sneakino 8 ? WISdy pre * 
psychology. But meanwhile S 8 ° {anom ^stic 
cut themselves off from knotS n? , 5 need not 
because of dissatisfaction with rht ,°^ re evam facts 
rounding their presentation. lerm mology sur- 

Attempted Replications Elsewhere 

a sleep *” 

ratories. At the University ofw*? ° ther S,Cep labo * 
ments yielded results apD^ox^T'" 8 ’ tW0 experi ‘ 
expectation — slightly tek«? y at mean chance 

& Foulkes, 1971) SiS'SL” ° ne5tudy (Belvedere 
et al., 1 972). ! n arepfeatin^th" °‘ her ( Fou, Les 
School of Medicine (Glohnc ^ Boston University 
Healey, 1968), J 

further explomto ^ “ co "^"tcn. f£ 

decided in advance to b^S^h ■ 1116 researc hers had 
bits — that is, on exact 

in the upper half; by this* mtas^r?’ than just 
encouraging thn.ioh measure , the results were 

Moreover, to quote fhe r^rche^i . S,gnificant - 
revealed that the judges were > ^analysis 

when they were moS ‘confidem^h y - m ° re COrrect 
• • Further conservatively h«- m . H ,e,r J u dgments. 
seem indicated because oftft!? r ^ earch does 
a1 -. f 968, p. 365). 1 Endings (Globus et 

as a replication S^onfiJmedfhe M S ° metimes cited 
mgs; in truth, however alihZi? Ma,m °mdes find- 
sive case materiXit ' ^ ^ lt . provMe d impres- 
mits evaluation as a d ° e J n a way tf, at per- 

experiments. Several smaltscalT^H^ . Maimonid es 
the facilities of a sleen lihr, ° st “ dies . done without 

a? « « npomd 

bitious Maimonides exnprima^T f the more am - 
reports positive results ^ of which 

exploration (Braud 1977- rh^ill e " courage further 
Sweeney, 1977; Rechtscha^e^ QW^"^ 3 " 13 " 1 ’ & 

Van de Castle 1 97 n i n en ’ 97B: ^ tr auch, 1 970- 

ies — unlike the ? “* ° f these min °V stud- 
systematic replications— on? StUdles and the three 

hhood of selective publicaho??' T°^ 1Ze the ,ike ' 
estmg results. Taken all tno?h of mter- 

generallysmaJI-scaJe studies do hCr ’ i these d,verse and 

opinion, add som«C “ ™ ^ do ' in ^ 

momdes experiments mioh» ; conv,ctIon the Mai- 

umatic 


I 


V5 

o 


/ 
« — •*. 

2 


o 


~a 

o 


o 

A 


v. 




y. 


o 

a 


SC -~ 


O 


£- ~ 


— J> 

~ a 
O 3 


5J 


< s 


iy O 

<— r-' 

o> 


Cy 


f>S 


•" * — - 

o :/: 


® T 3 
- 1 dy 
r. "3 
~ C 
r o 


: cc 


1 '-y 


•A 


f— 


S. 

D, and E in Table I) r ' pl ”r? Uo ” s (Lines C, 

they are part of a program „!£ gn ' bcant result, yet 
overall results. & m yie,dln 8 h >ghly. significant 

scientilic importance 1 £°Sf of^ 1 w terest 30(1 
Program had been reported f he Maim onides 

curately ttac&d 5 £ ^ — ac- 

they were relevant, and to anil h L fidd t0 which 
basis for sound evaluation of wh^th ZCd careful, y as a 
extension of the research ? I \* her repUcation and 

errors could be ddectedTS d * Cated ’ °r of whether 

happened in .hi, ins2,i of"^ 0 ? 1 Wba ' ^ 
findings? e ot anomalous research 

Ssasttwssas. 

It is appropriate to begin with F iu u 

revision of his earUer^ticJhLt M- Hanse, ’ s *980 

As pan of his attempt to ° n ^Psychology, 

^te, he i ncl udedTn entire rh ^ ^ ■*** “Pto 
on telepathy i n dreams One * P 0n ex Periments 
description of the basic methU? 386 Was dev °ted to a 
»des experiments; one n^SS, 08 * 1 in the Maim on- 
p ^ ive outcome of lHffi^ marized the im - 

ofthe chapter was devo^ rnafn?^ mentS ’ The rest 

of the experiment in whioh y , to a specific account 

de CMfcSSE iSfa? ^ Psychologist Robert Van 

“ L, ne G of my Tab? ihJ'T 6 iS summ arized 
hcation at the Univenritvofw the attem Pted rep- 
Foulkes, 1971), in (Bclvcdere & 

subject. Another page was devoiS? Was again ^ 
Maimonides experime^,?^ ^ to bother of the 
the University of Wvomino A? W ^ a * so repeated at 
Hansel did not mention »h? I ? u kes et *1., 1972). 

al- (1 968), whose authors feluhaMh 10 ” by Globus et 
aged further exploration Han i tbe resu ^ s encour- 
the two negative outcomes Tt^vf Ve m ° re weight to 
sum of the Maimonides r<££ C h IT** ? an t0 thc 
cues supposedly permitted?^’ ^ gUJng that sensory 
monides, not ^ ^ dures at Ma i- 

by the Wyoming experim^w f grcater *■* *■*«» 
the difference in resuks H^ ’ Were responsible for 
the full account DOt of couise, 
Maimonides reporn that m1!f t reSented ,n the original 
era that Hansel’s internretati^ 1 - I f R ? ade ma °y read- 

Nor did he conS^^“Xt° m ,r ,Pelli '» 

ments at Maimonides not , the other expert- 
the care with which they were done r distJ “ guished in 

were replicated (e.g thcZ Z i fr ?“ the tw ° that 

Table I) yielded a E ’ M ’ and ° of 

Hansel might have expect<^n^™° U - C ° mc such 85 

cuing^tlwt for senso^ 

sensory ^ stnue 


NOVember ■ 


the night. He did this nntaki. u 

ambiguous statement in the m by m isinteipreting an 
">'">ionin M ha.h.®teTOeS n0 “ id « «Pona™ 

Furthermore, Hansel did n Z , 4 ’ pp - 1 28- 129 
great care exerted by the ^ reader to the 

sible sources of sensory cS^J 6 ” t0 e,imin ate pos- 
fact that Hansel did not provivl? ,mportant is the 
count-other than fraud-nf hn ^ plausiW e ac- 

for sensory cuing that he clLmZ! ** ^^“"ities - 
hkely to lead to the striW « ^ existed wou Id be 
For example, he m SSf ° fthe research 

fact that at Maimonid?th e aTen?" !'T portai,t the 

her room durine the nioht , gt cou]d ,eave his or 

in WyZZ SfLZZJr < 
own bathroom, and the oi.w h h d 3 room with its 

realed with tape to prevent th d °° r t0 ^ room was 

Hansel did not attempt to say h^S, ^ emergin «- 
the bathroom could have agent ’ s v «it to 

Percipient’s dreams each nfi? ^ detaiJs of the 
tively appropriate to that fS*? 3 raanner distinc- 
plausible route of influencT^^ target. The only 
seem s to be deliberate fraud7nv°r?i ^ f 63 " 1 recor d 
and their subjects. The great numh? tbe researchers 
Personnel in these studlSl?^^ 3nd of 

Percipients, and judg«-^^ r ; , 3 ent ^- agents, 
Mcely as an explanation o?the ni * d un- 

mention ftiitSS 52 “* ,,U, 

of die “(Hansel’s cridcKm, 

the hypothesis of fraud^ex^ nt to?^ 6 ^ 1 ODly OD 
icism I have mentioned above) £ th ? 1 npsla k en crit- 
tional communication was ? 3t unint en- 

no evidence either that it ocn.?rL‘ ke y u but provi ded 
munication — in anv fnrrr. 0 ^ 11 ^^ or ttlat such com- 

curred— could have produ^TsJch ^ ght h3Ve OC ‘ 

as emerged f rom ^ MaiZZZj * Conaste nt results 
that Hansel was merd^oS? exp ® r,ment s- 1 infer 
unsupported accusations n f ^ 8 . making explidt his 

Potion nlwaSXj ,f k “ d nf; aUd " “ 

one that could not be eS P * n m,nd > and it is 
cautions going bevnnH »k re y exc * u ded even by pre- 
studies. Bm £ 6 y X?S! rf US<!d WyomT* 

rencally posible hardh. m Jdfii T* “ aiways > < 1 * 0 . 
of carefully a>ndu«ed s,S« . ofa Xries 
suggestions for openinc im ? r offer im P°rtant 
a topic potentiauTof gfeafsi h " e of ^ '“Quiry into 
grettable is Han«r s ^ & ' fic f ce - Specially re- 
ttefcct, in .he “PP^ 

experiments as being carpi^ though ^y mark the 
sdentific criteria, whereas in by genera i 

are relevant only if o^ssum? ^ defects 

is introduced to the Maimni? fraud A rea der who 
chapter is likely to get a to J m? rescarch b y Hansel’s 
of the care taken by toe exoerim<?° ne ° US ,mpressi on 
Possible sources of error^h^^ 3Void 

rr ° r The one thing they could 
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Priori HanSel ^’dered 

Hansel was not enrirelv^ank a^ n ft 0f fraud; but 
An incidental point his reasoning, 

did not himself app^ In ^ h not ' n8 » that Hansel 

*"* of evident *™ ! „S'o r*’ 

His conclusions were based im^r he resear chen5. 

tion that the difference of m.t^ P ,C,t i y ° n the assum P- 
monides and the Wyoming J tC01 ? ,e between the Mai- 

djfference, not attributable tr^SJf WaS a ^ enuine 
did not even raise the nneJ.v/ . vana,Ion . He 
have if, i n so me ^ as he surely would 

researchers had claimed or • tan .? e ’ the Maim on ides 

icance where it was SonabTe* K Stat f icaJ signif - 

of outcome might well have arisen fr^*’ the . difference 

£ * be perc, P* e nt , s own ju^ments foe^r" 1 erTOr; 
significant at the 5% level n , f 1 tbe difference is 

siders* judgments it d^ „2 a,,ed)) but 1 for the out. 

Another 1980 book is n PP p° aC L s, ® n Seance. 
scendence, by Andrew Nehe^in ^ ^ ° f ^ 

Pages are devoted to ‘‘nsvehir’ hjch almost 100 

fered from the Sher SSE? f Xp f nence ” Neher dif- 
the Maimonides work as a “series^/ 0 ‘"bribing 
interest” (p. M5), but this evS^ldo/ StUdlCS of great 

' ines t0 ^ andfour 

T ££T logy oflhe 

Sogy'than Hansff’s b^,k eVieW ® f " cent 
chapter. It is la^Sy J ^ TnZ^ 5 ° ne ,0 ^ 
mentalists (that is, coryurore ' techni <lues of 

logical rather than physical ,n Psycho- 

to anyone encountering a mentJr , and 03,1 be useful 
be “psychic.” Most reader ' enta,,s t who pretends to 

that Parapsychological research * kely t0 ** awa re 
attention. The jactet hlnrf^ff h rece,ves only Umited 

of the book, as do the amhfrTin th? < ? ffcrent view 
sentences: nors ln their introductory 
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they included no comiT^o ****** 1 because 
control group, for which He Wrole th at “a 

One could, alternatively ‘send’’ Ik ter he adde d. 

not m the dream state, and comna Cn , t,le su bject was 
case with success in dream state * uccess In this 

first of these statements su^S sa ?H (P ' ' 63) ‘ ^ 

trol groups but errs in caE ?/ m Use of c °n- 
psychological research a t u 1 essentia J; in other 
readily rtcogn^Zt ^T have ^btless 
where feasible, be much mo!? ^ contro1 can, 
than a separate control groun i? C,ent and Pertinent 
suggests a type of experiment 56000(1 sta tement 
possible (because in sftisf™ to™ £? 1S probab, y im- 

Quire the subject to dream whether ”! !? £ CemS t0 re ' 
and not to know whether he n u. awake or asleep 
as'eep). This second kind of She Was awake or 

has special pertinence only to a cornT^' moreover ’ 
dreaming and waking not tr, con,pans °n between 
ESP is manifested In drying qUeSt, ° n ° f whether 

the design of t^MaJmonides ^ri° recognize tha t 
on controls exactly parallel to ntS was ^d 
merable psychologists in nthe ,h0Se USed b y innu- 
JogicaJ structure (and even imnliS^^ with si milar 
m his own second suggestion) ^e Cunous,y enough, 
to think that the Mafoton! des l read ers 

pale of acceptable exnerimp^f *! 1 ^ ,eS - are beyond the 
fact they are fine cx^n? ^ design > whereas in 

within-subject control rather th/T ^™* 6 Use of 
control. ther d’an between-subjects 

fronted the M^monfoTs^^ch r h ' Ch A,COck con - 
Passage that did not refer appeared also in a 

an article published in The Hum Refer ring to 

*ns Romm, he wrote by Etb el Grod- 


ESP is just around the next con,*., u,u 

saws srs ib? s '- - 

Given this introduction tn tk 
readers might suppose it wo Ofi of the book, 

comer that many paransvchnir. 3t u aSt ment 'on any 
an impressive turning But thfiu havejudged ‘° be 

* ^'en&r ,dK dream 

quite cCly Li ame * Al “*k 
view and evaluation^fVo t0 , " dude a general re- 
Alcock mentioned (p 6 ) *1 h ° h ol . 08icaJ research. 

the Maimonides exnerimpmc ^ had exa mined 

of them that Alcock Offered ton ° nly accou "t 

to a discussion of control giouns ^ was ,ncjd ental 

groups. By implication he 
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fhe dream telepathy researchT 1 H n ?h ntai prob,em with both 

! s that the reports suffer from what sIk? T°‘ e << viewin8 rests 
language; she cited a study in which th^i^ shoe - fitt ing” 
m a room draped in whitP ■ C ° i he sendcr was installed 

down his bacK^ C /f" Cand ha d ice cubes pouS 

mediately judged to have made a^hh’^K Wh,te " ^ im- 
panel. Yet, as she observed worn* * u Y a " '"dependent 
wet , or “icy” would have been as “ mis erable”, 

r;«; -“ d is 

Piling taisinler. 

kind of error that is repea ted^ mid 18 ' S a ” ,raport ant 

of everyday occurrences hv y made ln inte rpretation 

are psychic. But the dream tebf° P *h Wh ° believe they 
monides was well protected^ 1 ^‘ hy researc h at Mai- 
by the painstaking controls t ^ ai . n f, this k,nd °f error 
to have noticed. Surelv Rom 3 A cock dented not 
“ MhCT - - 

1985 • A k kMo - 
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N ot at ail. The details in «k 

S*® f? ore *n Romm’s article and 

though inaccurately to the fim! ^V 1 un mistakably, 

cognitive series at Ma.mon.des ?£“ **T fil * pr - 

tar «et and response would a i® T ? e actuaJ det ails of 

of its value as an exampieof s hoe ° f mUCh 

was^ m" er ’ UUman ’ & Ho "o^n n ?7 , w^ 641 
was a morning ext>eripn™* *u * . 11 l |y/ u> the target 

room that was draped with whirl 1 ? c,uded being in a 

first dream report had indudedlh^ft The Subject ’ s 
just standing in a rnZn d the statement, “I was 

imaginable rtmg mTat r^"^ by White *5 

There is more simi^ y h eSa^ Wh,te ” (p ' 20l > 

acknowledged in mendoning fm m R f h mm ^ A,cock 

the single word “white ” ® m ^ ,s P^sage only 

Periment th^^J’Ieferri^t’ ‘ S the faCt that the ex * 
tunity for shoe fitting The nfL 0 provided no oppor- 

experiment were compTrt e |^ UreS fo,,owed in «** 
that created the illusion that thTJSr* 1 ,n 3 Way 

There was no panel in the P° ss,t » 1 l»ty existed, 
gartered together and doable nf 3 ^ OUpof People 
other. The judges, operating™!! f ' nflue ncing each 
judged every SoTTm ^S, ndOT ‘';:' Separattl >' 
target and transcript yielded^? combinations of 
experiment, not jus/the eivhf theeight "'^ts of the 
they had no cluei to wWcSLT^u Pairin « s ’ and 
responses are hardly iikelvuvh t lght Were - Th eir 
required S * tk „S’ ? m ' diatt - 

Because each judge was work?™ a ? ^ S transcri Pt- 
recording times, there would hav^!^? 6 and was not 
a particular response had hL? 5660 no record if 
record of what particular «*i<» ” lmmed ' ate > and no 

,ed “i sir ^ ^ 

article by Romm ctad ^Th the 

Pure fiction, S £ 2 ““ *'“« raid was 
i" the ex penments an j ”* d °"r 
menters were well aware ofthg> h 3f tha j the ex Peri- 
language and that the design of th? 8 ^ ° fshoe ' fittin g 
corporated procedures to in * 

cur. Romm’s ignorance ( . 11 COu,d not oc- 

search and her aDDarentiin*ir >Ut the Mairtl onides re- 

hoods about it should r meness to fabricate false- 

had read any of the Mair^ 01 ?? lzed by anyone who 

dona Ye. Afcofk pub,i ^ 

as though they were true Hi, n re P eat ?d the hctions 

text of a book apiS,^nT TOto,, °; io ““ «». 

seems to me moredaneern.tc !h * entl6c tradition 

article, foranyone wUhfS^?/" R ° ram,s ori »nal 

he able to recSze RoS? 5.° r entatJOn should 

Its title, for exISpfe^wLT v C ^P^nda. 

Occultist a PhD What Ki!J r d°“ Glve a C,oset 
’ What of Research Can You 


Expect?” and it repeatedly speaks nf “ , 
meaning people with Phn« ,u cu 1 Phuds,” 

Parapsychological problem? a?° f e ,nter «ted in 
Romm’s i™ 1 * ^ A| oock’s repnlfc 0 ” f 

clues may well be taken h 3 context lacking these 
writing based on co rec^ So? 3 ^ 35 

thought. Paradoxically both A . ^ 011 and ra tional 

Romm’s article are except e ^^aph and 
fitting error that both decrv in rtf ^ mp es of the shoe- 
carefully avoiding it y ° ° thers who are in fact 

or tail to 

prior and Experience, a I is^^hT ^ 
Zusne and Warren H Jones Tk? by Leon ard 
an excellent book, and it is also^he 5 * “ m ? ny ways 
that comes closest to inciidrtf? one , of *he five 

important recent research in n 83 ge ? eraJ revie w of 
account of the Maimonidei^ 0 ^rapsychoiogy Jts bdef 
ever, misrepresented? ^ ‘P 1 * 8 ® experiments, how- 
ously reduce ‘ hat shouId *ri- 

further. S lnterest ,n considering them 

ccdurf 1 de!Crip,i0n of ,l >' dude pr^ 

°oe of ttaSSSS? S? ^ “ ira P“« l ^ 
identity of the Ureet f'Al^.h h 10 know the 
an art reproduSi UJE.'S Mb asleep, 
randomly, placed j„ an ^,^ m a a ‘f* 6 eollection 
agent” p. 260) In fart _ elope ’ and given to the 
sure tha? „„ *ere taken e „. 

of the target SemnH know the identity 

judges. d^a. ^ 

tent matches the tarert the drea m con- 

reader to suppose that ! (p ' 26 °) ; leading the 
the identity of the target at thS mpT ,nformed of 
a Judge was presented ^iti a d^mf ,n fac *’ 
pool Of potential targets and V^script and a 
degree of similarity tetween^h??* ked to rate th e 
member of the pod wh^ hl transcript and each 
raember bad bee^^,^ of «*W. 

darly, though more obscurelv 2?* ‘ here was a sim- 
Of how ratings were obtainedVromlS n d e r^ : !; P ‘ io ” 

--Sax"- »y«o more 
Plication, of tta »mSn~ 'ff,, rcsearch "A by im- 

and Jones (1982) wrote that im* research ers. Zusne 
(1978) had found thl? d™ U man and ^'PPner 
telcpathically unless tht kT™ ""7°' in <lueneed 

“'ey wroK, to 

going u, sleep’, through the expenmen^? Pr '° r “ 
Drenarino . 


November 1985 . American Psychologist 
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Agure in the haliways ofa 
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eard Rosza s Spellbound played on a phonograph; (2) heard 

^‘M° r n v?n “ thC r00m; (3) ^ addrcssed 

asMr. Van Gogh by the monitor, (4) was shown paintings 
done by mental patients; (5) was given a pill and a glass of 

was daubed with a P'ece of cotton dipped in 
acetone. The receiver was an English “sensitive " but it is 

obvious that no psychic sensitivity was required to figure 

out the general content of the picture and to produce an 

oSfe? zTSo'”'’" dre *"“ “ ,uall >' 


conception and prejudice; we have already seen it in 
Icock s book. Alcock ( 1 983) wrote the review of 
Zusne and Jones’s book for Contemporary Psychology, 
the book-review journal of the American Psycholog- 
ical Association, and he did not mention this egregious 
error, even though very slight acquaintance with the 
Maimonides research should suffice to detect it. 

Discussion 


If researchers were to report positive results of 
the experiment described here by Zusne and Jones 
and were to claim that it provided some positive ev- 
idence of ESP, what would a reader conclude? Surely 
at the researchers were completely incompetent, but 
probably not that they were dishonest. For dishonesty 

creSbte SUCh 3 ^ transparent form is hardly 

Incompetence of the researchers is not, however 
a proper inference. The simple fact, which anyone 
can easily verify, is that the account Zusne and Jones 
gave ol the experiment is grossly inaccurate. What 
Zusne and Jones have done is to describe (for one 
speafic mght of the experiment) some of the stimuli 
provided to the dreamer the next morning, after his 
dreams had been recorded and his night’s sleep was 
over. Zusne and Jones erroneously stated that these 
stimuU were provided before the night’s sleep, to prime 

t0 ha ^ or falsely report having the desired 

0 dream. The correct sequence of events was 
quite clearly stated in the brief reference Zusne and 
Jones cited (Ullman & Krippner, 1978), as well as in 

iss&r* report <KrippDer - * 

1 can understand and sympathize with Zusne and 

S „, error The experiment they cited is one in 
which the nocturnal dreamer was seeking to dream 

• t0 3 , Set of stimu,i to be created and pre- 
sented to him the next morning. As may be seen in 

able 1 , results from such precognitive sessions (all 
done with a single subject) were especially strong. This 

?h™ nl tra " sce " dence of time as well as space makes 
the precognitive findings seem at least doubly impos- 

fnhf a ifv m ° St ° f US ‘ u n **** misrea ding, therefore, on 
nitially scanning the research report, would be to 

t /kL? timUh t0 have beea P resen ted partly in 
advance (because some parts obviously involved a 

waking subject) and partly during sleep. 

i erroneous reading on which Zusne and 

;™!!.^ Sed the,r account could easily have been cor- 
rected by a more careful rereading. In dealing with 

hint !h P !° S ’ they mi 8ht have realized the improba- 
bility that researchers could have been so grossly in- 
competent and could have checked the accuracy of 
ffieir statements before publishing them. Zusne and 

f nf 0t 310116 ‘u t . his tendency to < l uick misper- 
ception of parapsychological research through pre- 
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J n h f. expeni " e 1 nts a * the Maimonides Medical Center 
on the possibility of ESP in dreams clearly merit care- 
ful attention from psychologists who, for whatever 
reason, are interested in the question of ESP. To firm 
believers in the impossibility of ESP, they pose a chal- 
lenge to skill in detecting experimental flaws or to the 
understanding of other sources of error. To those who 
can conceive that ESP might be possible, they convey 
suggestions about some of the conditions influencing 

its appearance or absence and about techniques for 
investigating it. H 

This attention is not likely to be given by psy- 
chologists whose knowledge about the experiments 
comes from the books by their fellow psychologists 
that purport to review parapsychological research. 
.° me °f those books engage in nearly incredible fal- 
sification of the facts about the experiments; others 
simply neglect them. I believe it is fair to say that 

”°?k ^ correctly identified any defect 

in the Maimonides experiments other than ones rel- 

S* t0 tf ! e hypothesis of fraud or on inappro- 
pr ate statistical reasoning (easily remedied by new 

t^t fi 3 ^ 1 * fr om the published data). I do not mean 
tnat the Maimonides experiments are models of design 
and execution. I have already called attention to a 
design flaw that prevents sensitive analysis of some of 
the experiments; and the control procedures were vi- 
olated at one session, as Akers (1984) pointed out on 
the basis of the full information supplied in the orig- 

genuine defects was 
mentioned in any of the five books I have reviewed 
here, an indication of their authors’ general lack of 

correct information about the Maimonides experi- 
ments.) 

Readers who doubt that the falsification is as ex- 
treme as I have pictured it need only consult the 

SS hvT re , fcrred to u Thcir doubt mi ® ht 3,50 

educed by familiarity with some of James Bradley’s 
research (1981,1 984). In his 1 984 article, he reported 
similar misrepresentations of fact on a topic, robust- 
procedure I s of statistical inference, on which 

E ^S. 08 ? 8 WOU,d not 1x5 thcfgbt to have nearly the 
strength of preconception that many are known to 
have about ESP. How much more likely, then, 
fication on so emotionally laden a topic as ESP is for 
™" y Psychologists! In the earlier article, Bradley 

LTl PreSe " ted experimental evidence (for coUege 
dents, m this case, not psychologists) that confi- 
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denoe in the correctness of one’s own erroneous opin- 
ions is positively correlated with the degree of expertise 

h3Ve in the fie,d of kncSge 
h ^ erroneous opinion falls. This finding 

S P t P h^i ,n ?? tanding why the auth ors of somf 

criti(Sfv^ kS d,d n0t find '* necessar y to consider 
critically their own erroneous statements. 

have a of Psychologists 

a potential interest in the question of ESP In a 

(Wagner & Monnet, 1979) of univenSty 
professors in various fields, 34% of psychologists were 
found to consider ESP either an esSishS^ a 

skieredit*an kx y 1 1 C 53016 P r °P° rti on as con- 

, F * an ^possibility. In this survey, psychologists 

less frequently expressed a positive opinion than did 

S££ f . 0,her 1, is f ipUnes - a *»S» mZu 

Surre, of ^hologKts’ better understanding of 
^ n “L° f6 [ ror ,n human judgment. There seems to 
be no equally sound reason for the curious fact that 
^ycholoests differed overwhelmingly from 3hw£ 
their tendency to consider ESP an impossibility. Of 

the ^66 "IT 8 *’ onIy . 3% decked that opinion; of 
one d 6 id f 10 0ther socia * ^^ces, not a single 

ill ^r!2 h K° f i heSC & ° UpS of Psychologists have been 
ill served by the apparently scholarly books that seem 

The^me ,nf0r “ ati °i 1 about ^ dream experiments. 
mvohT ^ y ** ^ about 80016 ot her lines of para- 

consihX C o reS T Ch ‘ ,nterested readers might^eU 
consult the onginal sources and form their own judg- 
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definite properties independent of any act 
of observation. Physicaiistic monism is the 
view that the processes commonly referred 
to as - mina‘ or 'consciousness** are to- 
tally reducible to underlying physical pro- 
cesses. 

A third fundamental assumption that 
has exerted a strong influence on the world 
view of science could be termed the lo- 
cality assumption (or Einstein separabil- 
:ty), which holds that events can have only 
local influence, with the maximum 
boundary constrained by the speed of 
ight. (It is this assumption specifically that 
makes many of the findings of parapsy- 
chology al research “anomalous.”) These 
three assumptions about reality have 
formed the basis for the current scientific 
paradigm. The results of the Aspect ex- 
periment (as well as the Maimonides re- 
search) seem to call for a reevaluation of 

some of these above-mentioned assump- 
tions. 

Local realistic theories of physical 
reahty place a limit on the extent to which 
distant events can be correlated, whereas 
quantum mechanics allows this limit to 
be exceeded. Those physicists who felt 
uncomfortable with the paradoxes that 
abound in the predictions of Quantum 
mechanics, such as the seeming connec- 
tion of particles at a distance, felt that these 
relationships wouki be explained by some 
as-yet-undiscovered supplementary pa- 
rameters or “hidden variables” that rep- 
resent the actual underlying reality— the 
fundamental clockwork— below the un- 
real world of the quantum. 

The Aspect et al. (1982) experiment 
denned to tost directly the predic 
tions of “hidden variable” theories versus 
the predictions of quantum mechanics re- 
garding the behavior of photons scattered 
ui opposite directions from a source. 
Streams of photon pain scattered in ojv 
poate directions from the same source 
wfcre named through polarizers whose set- 
tings were varied randomly and observed 
by two detectors that measured the polar- 
ization of the split pairs. According to 
quantum theory, this property of polar- 
ization does not exist until it is measured 
Classical realistic theories such as the hid- 
den variable explanation hold that each 
photon has a “real” polarization from the 
moment it is created. Because the photon 
pairs are emitted simultaneously, their 
polarizations are originally correlated, but 
quantum theory and hidden variable the- 
ones make different predictions about the 
nature of the final correlations after the 
Photons pass through the polarizers and 
the detectors, (n particular, hidden vari- 
able (local realistic) theories predict that 
the final correlations between the photon 


pairs will obey a relation called the Bell 
inequality (for a detailed discussion, see 
d Espagnat, 1979), whereas quantum the- 
ory predicts a violation of the inequality. 
In essence, quantum theory predicts that 
measuring the polarization of one photon 
in a pair “causes” (this term is used 
loosely) a change in the polarization of the 
second to bring it into correspondence 
even though the two are far enough apart 
that a causal signal would have to propa- 
gate faster than the speed of light in order 
to connect them. 

Since 1 972, five of seven experimen- 
tal tests of the Bell inequality have sup- 
ported the predictions of quantum theory. 
™wever, none of these earlier experiments 
was a rigorous test of Einstein separability 
(i.e., that no signal can propagate faster 
than the speed of light), because the set- 
tings of the polarizing and detecting in- 
struments were determined well in ad- 
vance, and a possible argument could be 
made that the setting of one of the instru- 
ments might conceivably affect events ob- 
served at the other (this influence would 
not have had to propagate faster than 
light), or the settings of the instruments 
could have modified hidden parameters at 
the source of the photon pain. 

The major improvement in the As- 
* )ec ?. et experiment involved adding 
rapid switching devices that changed the 
settings of the instruments while the pho- 
tons were in flight. Each polarizer was re- 
placed by a setup involving a switching 
device followed by two polarizers with dif- 
ferent orientations. The two switches were 
driven at different frequencies, making 


o . . . -.TSV. 

switching occurred about each 10 nano- 
seconds, compared to the photon transit 
Qme of about 20 nanoseconds. It was thus 
impossible for any information about the 
experimental setup to travel from one part 
of the apparatus to the other and affect the 
outcome of any measurement unless such 

an influence was exceeding the -meed of 
light. 

The results of the Aspect et al. ex- 
periment support the predictions of quan- 
tum mechanics. When the polarization of 
a photon was changed, the second photon 
was changed in the same manner. In other 
words, the photons started out with the 
same polarity and were found to still have 
the same polarity after each passed 
through an independent device that shifted 
its polarity to one of two possible states at 
random. These results violate the Bell in- 
equality (which limits the correlations of 
the photons based on the considerations 
of set theory) by five standard deviations. 
Thus, this more rigorous procedure vio- 
lated the inequality to a greater extent than 


any of the previous tests. Local realistic 
(hidden variable) theories therefore appear 
to be untenable, and at least one of the 
premises underlying those theories of 
reality (i.c., realism or Einstein separabil- 
ity) must be in error. 

Now invoking another basic as- 
sumption of science— that it is legitimate 
to draw general conclusions from consis- 
tent observations or experiments— we 
must consider the macroscopic im~'i~- 
bons if the picture of reality that q^nium 
theory gives us is valid. This has impli- 
cations for measurement and logic, two of 
the fundamental epistemological tools of 
science, in terms of their ability to answer 
ultinwte questions about our existence. 

With the emphasis on measurement, 
the world is reduced to quantities and the 
relationships between them. There is a 
fundamental belief that the quantitative 
description of things is paramount and 
even complete in itself. It is as if we have 
given measurement ontological signifi- 
cance and confused quantification with 
explanation. Despite their utility, and even 
necessity in most scientific endeavors, op- 
erational definitions lack any kind of ul- 
timate meaning and therefore are not sat- 
isfactory for achieving a final understand- 
mg of the world. Because they are so much 
a part of our ordering schema of reality, 
we forget the arbitrariness of our units of 
division and measurement, including even 
the most basic units of extention and du- 
ration. There is a culture whose basic 
temporal unit is the time it takes a pot of 
rice to boil. Our units of nanoseconds are 
certainly more sophisticated and accurate 
but no less arbitrary 


i — c divisor.; (such 
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... yuwvit 

as seconds and centimeters) are not a part 
of objective reality but are part of the cog- 
nitive framework that we have created in 
order to organize that reality. 

I ‘ ■ ■ r% . ^ Point to the 

imitations of logic and measurement for 
even the unde r standing of basic levels of 
physical reality. Logical absolutes (eg 
something cannot be both A and not-A 
simultaneously) break down at the quan- 
tum level. What is termed the “problem 
of measurement,” exemplified by the 
Heisenberg uncertainty principle, tends to 
puncture our image as uninvolved ob- 
servers as we measure so-called “objec- 
tive” reality. 

Of course the ultimate limitations of 
ogic are in the areas of self-reference and 
completeness— a logical system is not ca- 
pable of explaining itself, and for any suf- 
ficiently powerful logical system, there will 
dc (ruins not expressible as theorems of 
that system. There is thus a good possi- 
bility that we may have to transcend logic 
as the sole criterion if we are to achieve 
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Secondary Sources in 
Para psychological Research: 

A Vicious Cycle 

William F. Vi mlii 
University of South Alabama 

oaran 8 courses in experimental 

1980^2^ ?" annual 

Xvenl a rtides 
<m the topic of computerized testing of ex- 

Vitul ^ 1 982 . 
’ , Cain, Sc Broome, 1985) I 

r , -. Chikl ' ! 

L 0 * reSpeCt 10 pre j udic c Uwwd 

Srd r^r^” 8 ^!? 1 and P^^ce to- 
ward research into the possibility of ESP 

in dreams in particular. 

The secondary sources that surveved 
research on ESP and other anomalous ex- 

^^^ferredtobyChildferHS- 

™! 980; ZuSDe & Jones, 1 982) are surely 
“ kind to the field of pan£ 
psychology. Textbooks in general nsv- 

STS??* 81 PSychology - pi 

sonahty, and social psychology, for ex- 
ampk, tod to slant material Svard foe 

* bCnt T bchav,oraJ - Physiological 
^itiw— at best by selecting studies ac- 

“ d ‘ n8 *» meet apace limitations or at 

ZrJ^? atant,y mis,eadifl g t*>e reader 

re^rc^ ,nterpretations oft he primary 

OT marc ofthe8e subject 
Therefore, they are more likely 

to Jr f lt< L^ e primary sources in order 
to satisfy their own professional curiosity. 

This is not necessarily so with respect to 

SzS 0 ®' Few P^bolopas spe- 
~ e * 1 ““ currently esoteric field. 

reads lh *‘ * I^ychologist who 

to? i^:m tb? ii SeC0,ldary sourccs (Storey 

tots in ESP) will go on to read the primary 
“urecs (journal articles) is low. TWfo? 

2,™°"' for ‘his reluctance are (a) 
l “ P^^olpgy are not always 

rJde?^h COilCe f Ubraries - and Wto 

by the mkS- alrcady been P^utoced 
2J5 • m “ ,ead, ng interpretations con- 
JSf 1 in tbe secondary source. Thus, the 
vicious cycle continues. 

Let us reinforce Child’s (1985) plea to 

r^T " 1 ’” 10 ,l * 5 

r^bi?iK f T^ yCh ° l08y - we 

ma > t>reak that vicious cycle. 


p&ita •““» W: 
Vi £S * tod- 

oack on computewwsisted testing of ESP 
performance. Psychological Reports, 51 . 403- 

*£**• p U9m Immediate feedhto and 
symbo 1 variation in compuier-aasisted 
pa tests. Journal of Parapsychology, 47 , 37- 

Vl rvIw V '3 Cain ’ C ” & Br °ome, G. (1985) 

® anzfe,<1 "* 

“?|back in pei testing. Perceptual and 
Motor Skills, 61. 433-434 

A J 0 **. W. H. (1 982). Anomalistic 

n%2£ 0g f j. St Udy ° f ^aordinary phl 
^o/^oworo nd experience. Hilbdde, 
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Edward J. Clemmer 
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in Fort Wayne 

^ American Psychologist is the best 
Public ^ vehicle to effectively reaching a 

tSwv?^ with divcrse in- 

toreste. So Child’s (1985) critique of re 

t0 P«raP*ychology illustrated 
on the positive the openness of AP review- 
ere and editors to provide a forum to 

SSi Wh ° u‘ toe Maimonides 
dream research had not come to the at- 

tontion of many psychologisu. The need 
for the critical reviews that Child 
hwwver, is also illustrated. On the^eg? 
toe, the article bears several marks of 
pseudoscience (Radner & Radnor, 1982) 
and in fax* is an excellent case siudy in 
toe psychology of belief (Alcock 1981- 
Singer A Benassi, 1981). ’ 

Child pleaded that the “procedures of 

ot the Maimonides research by psychol- 
who (to their credit'), in SSSt 
to scientists in all other disciplines, tend 
to consider ESP an impossibility (Wagner 
A Monnet, 1979). What Child propSS 
?* an experimental hypothesis is that ESP 
influences dreams, or general extrasensory 

TTJ? < GESP > 

tne mediation of an agent’s thoughts or 
efforts (p. 1 220), or Psi, having “no iden- 
2^ wu ^-” transfers information “by 

r? m?v1 Present ***2 
«l. . „ & (P- 1224). Some immeasure- 

able influence by an unknown means with 
or without human agents supposedly re- 
sults in some increment of knowledge that 

»^ n . 0t ^ 1,OW for any ordinary (non- 
anomalous) explanation. This is not a 

Rather, 

with no definable mechanisms in nature 


or in normal science for ESP, GESP or 

go!^!Sto! cnti8,s would "* 

Child, howeyei; asserted that the para- 
P^Jology critics have not been scientific 

(198 h , ? 9 f g4j n f t0 rescarch by Bradley 

attoks rh?’ ^ SUffiested ,n ^ hominem 
pa T apsycho, °8 y adtics, who 
^ P, . mari1 !; Parapsychologists, have 
wrapped themselves in their “erronenns 

SEhlr'? toe corresponding intensity 

1229)^? ? M th 2 nSC,Ves “ “P"** <P- 
*229). C. E. M. Hansel’s (1980) parsi- 

reSf h XP,Bnati0nS **■ ^ Maimonides 

raswch by sensory cueing and fraud were 
restively labeled as “exaggerated” and 
not entirely frank” (pp. 1225-1 226) AI 

t " tod to “ a». 

(Tm^ Pracrmccption and prejudice” 
^J#«f 8 A.-2? OSe authors received the 

JSimtS? * - ? dt Althou « h Ha »scl’s 

M980) criticisms have been available for 
any years, Neher ( 1 980) and Marks and 
^mmann (1980) were also criticized by 
WtiWfor not devoting space to the Mai- 
^cmd« r^arch. Romm (1977) was at- 
tacked to her ignorance” and “apparent 

Mlhngness to fabricate falsehoods” (p 

anal 7 • ChiW PTOpOSCd that hS 

analysis merits attention along with that 

r«eSch° ^ ESP hypothcs “ by belief and 
t aSSe T 1 that familiarization with 

reports and °toer lines of 
P^unratation would support the seri- 
es consideration of the ESP hypothesis 

,o aocept rescarch 
J? E r 7 etly ana!yzed at the 
forwhjch ^cfcU original data 
^ no longer available’* (p. 1223) Con 

“exoerim i fi ^ inspect the datafor 
expenmental flaws” or “other sources of 

error” as Child challenged (p. 1228) At 

Sr win \ he «wi « s «s — 

twtically significant results “attributable 
1224 ?ti? JUSt Clght ^ Pints’’ (p. 

deltorati^f 0p P ortunit ie s for chance ot 
drtiberate fraud involving so few data 

Points is a clear danger. The nearest rep- 

bcations of the Maimonides research 

S^T? y ^ e,r numbcr? ) “add some- 
i f° Pr^nising technique” dia- 
““^onidcs research— ^el 
P te the lack of significant results in the 
three systematic replications” <p. 1224) 

SuT W ^ to a^P* the 

null hypothesis before rejecting the ex- 

to-imental ESP hypothesis? Funth^there 

o«firaiations of the null hypothesis do not 

to^Sw 1PP ° n ^ eVOTtUal rapiirabil- 

J.^.'bcre are striking parallels of the 
Maimonides research to other parapsy- 
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chological studies tk^ 

however, would lead comparisons, 

Maimonidea reseat to rc 8 ar d the 

deempharized^W^f ^ f aution Child 

sawS?«: 

S^rffiagsit 

(Rhine & Pra^ 9 ^ i p tfxper '- 
hits over excess 

modal distribution m* de ¥ r ’ bod by a bi- 
random distribution sWJL 71 * ” on ' 

anomalous hum.n . 5u 88 e sted a non- 
fckcly fraud. intervention, most 

equated “e^°™™ 0 f^?: b ’ Judges 

combinatic^rlaiRet alSl 64 possib,e 

{227). However, (P- 

similarity of matchino ^ aJso 30 obvious 

in AWmooide^reLSS 1 ? 5 to taWs 

"mote viewing *? studies of 

mote viewing- is exi^^f* 1 ** by “ re ' 
moniously by cues in rt^J D ° re P®* 5 *' 
dcscribed ac^^Jl^ ^scripts of 
by the subject’s to Judges, and 

post-hoc confirm atory visits of A' 13 '' 0 " “* 

“ arc nlms3 ! teT® , * dK ™ J 

“perception- of d^L- drawin « s to his 
GeUer’s success is easily insidc cnvelo Pes. 

«»««y ** 

Kammann, logo __ , J? 0 ® (Marks & 

1982b, pp. 3 <St ‘¥l 1 ® 5 ~ , ° 7 ; R*ndi. 

Maimonides rweareJ?^ ^ ^ . in die 

m-mberand nSrty of a *"« 

make fraud ° PmsonneT does not 
IZZ.!7. 'specially unlikely” rn!^ 


ing. Why should research#* r«? a 
more time to such^SStf any 


X. 


JV 

•mm, 

o 

jC 

J 
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asserted, but to unJlkc] y” 85 Child 

ssa-^a 

issues of ex Deri m„ *° he sensitive to 
Judies *• m 

The Maimomd^ff su **'cts. 
cloaked in anomaly need not ** 

usual animal behaving than un- 
to “cognition” or 

1984; & Rubin, 

need not ha^» 

Perhaps less aDDeaiino 08 80011068 — only 
^Wd in normal sden« tbose 

^ assessment of para~ixZ? 
search is stiD to be w- 

(Hofttacher; 198* t^SgR*** 
bme of William James, ** 

Parapsychology has not 
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Co«^'^ j ^“JT ent, y located at 
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^P'y to Qemmer 

“^ml- Child 
University 

Sa^feBt'in-innw, 

^SS‘SwJ c S ^ ££ 

'search report* to che^^w^t! r l 8,naJ 
nght that the ar™,,-* u whct her I was 

sre&lsem extiSS^iSLi ho5c auti, ors 
seems to m^aT^^ff rU,,tways - He 
there can be no anf^*^! 1 * tnowlod * c that 
tout psychologists are IT ^ ***<* 

oUier scientists to thaa 

-STSlJStSSit--- 

defects he claims in to 

Pumpsychological res^^Tf ,eces of 
?ty he asserts for the Ptar^fjf b,n,odai - 
iments seems to have no «riu- cx ^ cr ' 

*n the Maimonides P^le] 

^ he • The 

min "rtfmote vEJS cer ' 

experiments «J3KL ^ cta,rv oyance 
Maimonides exr^w! f a * aina which the 
tected by the l^T ^ *!** «<U pro- 
Thus Qemmer seS?S Drocedure *- 

dmon established by Al^iwi'^ ^ 

Zusnemid Jqdcs(J982) SgGjO-* 

accou^of'^dr^ a *^y*Sm 
misrepresentations he imf^ CrimCntS ’ 

as bad. ^ ^ ‘“Phes are almost 

rf'* “ 

“««y » • ■S^„tu r t. of *" OTI 

ment “to the Espi«™1.k tniy commit- 
does not go beyoL^S^* (p ~ '173) 

saSSfifA 

JIJ 1 t . be scientific traditiS^A 

tnbution of ESP A broad con- 

?& m?y come from^!^,^ p^ 01 ' 
tmn, if awareness of i«^i!L m “ representa - 
to the dang^Xfi^^o'ogists 
8eneral theory may place m 

a disadvantage in tfv» a~, ^ 5Cl P^ n ^at 

*•**«*£££” « 





intended solely (or i|„ 


M ^c’A p ll^2^ aPSMo/ogy ' ”**»« 

Ptm mJtt^ Ka,t * r *****- **k: 

*^i22a£S ^ nflmalou * <*• 

AKAo^to, </ ( 1173_| i74 C * mS ' ■ 4mCT,c ®' 

^• D - * Kammann, i(i 980) T , 

‘ »fLVZz 

•AS f *r? * ?°«< 

Zua *’ L., A wTfSeW ,2 "' 5 

nomena of behavior exlraord ‘nary phg. 

NJ: Eribaum HJbdale, 
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Pamela Trotman Reiri 
wwrj^ of Tennessee at Chattanooga 

unaccep^e^^p^tem S/ 00 * the 

sexual intimacy 1 * 

students, Glaxr amTri. educatois «nd 

<986) seem to haicon^ ( / anuar > 
*e student’s concluded that it is 

s~ssa&y^ 

1 “« conclusion « boisit^i contact ' 

thors’ suggestions that (a) aom /J^ au * 

■Sayjts 

'Wtriented “meSS 
their personal lives, an^rihf <turuptKm «n 

divorce or senamf^-% , j 8 * toecifically 

Glaser and Thon? ~TZ unwarranted, 
correlational *<“* their 

Ubhshing either^ '"adequate for es- 

marital status came vJr?Z dwn * e in 
sexual contact) or the^S? r after thc 
relationship (they (Moot **“ 

tional states). Howev^ ^ emo ‘ 
suggestion is an ,n ““fr 

tional need on thJ^t of the cmo ' 
an °PPortimitVQrrv*^i ^ 8tudc nt offers 
the Professor’s «nitS^2 mm * for 

the student and ist™./** re8poos 'Mity on 
£ victim for the s SSS^SSS 

Glaser and ThorrTv.^;?® 8111 !* as 
(P. 48), data ciearhftnnV 986 • su ® ested 
ucator, and not the^i.H 0316 lnat ^ 
tiates 

^ 1 vs5). This finding means that the 


In MS or her superior. 

Judg4nSc^^ SSi0n 5 *** ““dents’ 

Glaser and Thotpe^^VSj^ 0, 

S^anTtC 6 

time of^surt e rS! ntS ** the 

‘he msponde^ 2 «* of 

contact perceived th* pen ^ noec < sexual 
the tiiJT C^SJS? “* <* coercion at 

that the 

ingly in the sckiiaI i .^ >ai ^ lcl P a ^cd will- 
tion that a lack ofcoert^ SbiPS ^ 

“ another ZT*" 

fdies indicate that^J^f^’ ** 

Schover 1070) a ilu"’ ^venson, & 

Jh«pe (1986) ^iJSthSSJS 
that even “consenting’’S!l^ b,,lty 

be exploitative thL ‘ ““V 

“against any unifor^har^Lw t, ° ned f 
these relationships” (p. 49^ °“ 

needs trigger sexual 

^ich accept the absenST^l md 1 

consent, are ba«vi ^ , r ? M ooerCK)n as 

*e essentially uneqwfS^' 
ticipants in fhr., ,~r suxlu s or toe par- 

Psychologists, acting in ^ .^o^hips. 
ucators, must admhlhat 88 ed- 

with students reorevnr 1 ^ mtimades 

adu > WhetSdS ^^" “"senting 

made explicit nr IQ cquities are 

“t Psychologists ^ho a ^F i i^ ^ ex- 
in sexual relationships s^Hkf f * tudents 
of the fact KTi^S ? CQ8nizaD ‘ 
both supenw exnS^^ 1 '*. ^h 
control, thev an< < legitimate 

the experience It is^ Pt F CU ^f W,ty for 

dewto p^'iL£^ r 11,6 APA to 

^expfohau^^^from 
their confidence and p,acc 


*sari- .aa; a» *>«■ 
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Sol L. Garfield 
Washington University 

hX'sr^,Tr softhe ^ 

<985) upSTS^^Jr (September 
ment hrieffy. ou ^ d to com- 

their snmcf,m^iJ}L a ?'? 0R 0,1 som « of 

Rtr «htwfS^ ™t on othem 

professional trainino™ 8 UP ° fa two *y e ar 

cholocistx nr»C a,nin ® PfOKmni for ns V - 
ogists appears worthwhile 

^ssrj»*Efi 

indivfoualsasatteledlfbv 3 !? ? otivated 

TOjJJ rfRtoch and |*g» 

| M*Rioch,EiKm£' 

Of ' Sk ** 

^th workers have^fSm ^ “ emtf 
conclusively the sun— dc .™ oostrat cd 

(Durlak, 1979 I PSi^iuI Il' ' ° r i * le Iorn,cr 

use of subdoctor»i ^ , , ’.< 98J )' The 
“so tend to lessen thee™ should 

services a worthwhile socSSl 0108 ^ 

rejection of^Tf h^.^ f^ ^ ,h «r 
school as a desirable profc “ional 

Professional psycho]™?/* ! 1°* trainin 8 
surprised that W3S 

Pficit recommendation On*!!?? ^ cx ‘ 

opment of the the dcvc| - 

school, and 

«» the reasons fauS5^S?f 
°n the other hand I vfewTil ,^° ,nL 
Professional psvchoirwT ^ * ra, mng of 
versity schools of S °^ ely in un '- 

clusive emphasis w,th an ex- 

ogy as poteSSy 2^£^if! ycho <- 
Professional trahunn Scp "a‘ing 

research training isfraSu ^ ntlfic and 

danger, for bot^feS 

‘mming. A vJS£g u 

kind of isolation front n»S*S * 

entific interaction wni.E, ® sa ‘ 

shon sighted r’L^l appcar to be 

^riainly can ^SduatSfr^ St '^ ,ent8 
grams, but the dewi^T' 1 f * uch pr °- 

WM suffer. What SSSS,* ufjj f,eid 
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